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Published in October 2000 The Future of Multi-Ethnic Britain is the latest, and to date, 
the most comprehensive, multicultural blueprint for the United Kingdom. 

Two assumptions are central to the report: first that race is a social and political construct 
not a biological or genetic reality; and second that the cultural homogeneity of the 
United Kingdom has been politically and socially constructed and can therefore be 
deconstructed only to be reconstituted into a multicultural/multiracial 'community of 
communities'. 

This article examines the report's position on national identity and history, 
racism, free speech and hate crime, education, the arts, media and immigration. 
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Introduction 

Cities and towns the length and breadth of Britain - from Bristol, 
the Medway towns, Slough and London in the south, to Birmingham 
and Leieester in the Midlands, to Bradford, Burnley, Edinburgh, 

Glasgow, Leeds, Oldham, Leieester and Manehester in the north - all 
now harbour large populations of non-white immigrants, a signifieant 
proportion of whom, for various reasons, refuse to or are unable to 
adapt to the host eountry. Over the last 20 years violent street 
eonfrontations between the native indigenous majority population and 
blaek and Asian immigrants have beeome depressingly familiar. In faet, 
raeial strife is now a reeognizable feature of the British urban landseape. 
Meanwhile, the numbers of legal and illegal immigrants entering the 
United Kingdom eontinue inexorably to rise. By any standards these are 
dramatie ehanges in an already densely populated and traditionally, 
raeially homogenous eountry sueh as Britain. Given the failure of the 
British government to address the seale of the problem, it is reasonable 
to assume that the worst is still to eome. And the problem is by no 
means eonfmed to the United Kingdom. Similar and equally 
deleterious effeets of legal and illegal immigration ean be observed all 
over the Western world. 

The native British population faees two threats from these ehanges, 
one immediate and on-going, the other a distinet possibility in the next 


two decades. For the present, there is the covert and overt war being 
waged against the indigenous majority population, against its history, 
language, folkways, culture and traditions. This is a war in which 
multiculturalists exploit existing institutions - the legal system, the 
education system at all levels (especially the universities), the print and 
broadcast media, parliamentary democracy and free speech - to achieve 
their goals (Bork, 1997, Honeyford, 1998, Vazsonyi, 1998). These 
methods are analogous to those used by Soviet commissars to sovietise 
Central and Eastern Europe after 1945 (Ellis, 2001). Attacked in this 
way, institutions retain their outward form but the heart is torn out, the 
soul extirpated. Incapable of defending themselves, these institutions 
and the people who work in them can no longer serve the nation state 
that has created and nurtured them over the centuries. A second, long 
term threat is terrorism. Street riots, as the experience of Northern 
Ireland and the Israeli/Palestinian conflict demonstrate, can easily 
escalate to well organised terrorist campaigns against the security forces. 

It is difficult to see what would prevent determined militant immigrant 
groups from using the same means, were they so minded, especially 
were they wedded to some form of Islamic fundamentalism, i In this 
regard "Islamophobia", fear of Islam, is fully justified. 

Two reports published in the UK in the last two years. The Stephen 
Lawrence Inquiry: Report of an Inquiry by Sir William Macpherson of 
Cluny (1999), sponsored by the British Labour government, and The 
Future of Multi-Ethnic Britain: Report of the Commission on the Future of 
Multi-Ethnic Britain (2000), sponsored by the Runnymede Trust, and 


the scale of the threat to the white indigenous majority population. For, 
in their respective analyses of British society and the recommendations 
they propose, both these documents represent a fundamental break with 
the norms of English common law and culture. In his report of the 
police investigation into the murder of a black teenager. Sir William 
Macpherson, a retired British judge, accused the police of "institutional 
racism". Predictably, the consequences on police morale have been 
disastrous. On the streets, ever fearful of attracting the catch-all "racist" 



ted a low-key approach towards nop-white 
en an increase m the numher of violent street 


crimes as immigrant criminals operate with apparent immunity from 


prosecution (something which has been observed in Cincinnati and 


Seattle in the aftermath of black rioting). More worrying in the long 


term has been the readiness of many senior police officers uncritically to 
accept Macpherson's accusations and, perversely, to revel in public 


displays of self-flagellation and self-accusations of "racism". 



Based on the illiberal neo-Marxism that underpins so mueh of 
multieulturalism, The Parekh Report is a far more eomprehensive and 
aggressive attaek on the United Kingdom than its predeeessor. For 
example, Parekh, believes that we in the UK are suffering from 
'multieultural drift' (Parekh, 2000, 11) and that what is required is 'a 
purposeful proeess of ehange' (Parekh, 2000, 11). Later in the report, 
and with obvious approval, Parekh eites a respondent who argues that: 
'People in positions of power must really believe, in their hearts and 
minds, that blaek and white are equal' (Parekh, 2000, 141, emphasis 
added). And again in ehapter 20 we are given the thoughts of an 
anonymous raee bureauerat: 'Training is eneouraging people, but we 
have reaehed the stage •wherepeople must be told to do it or else' (Parekh, 
2000, 284, emphasis added). We have been warned. 

National Identity and History 

History's would-be nation killers have always understood that to 
subjugate or to weaken a nation it is neeessary to destroy a nation's 
sense of history, or at the very least dilute it. In the twentieth eentury 
the masters of the genre have always been eommunists or other aetivists 
of the left, sueh as Ceauseseu, Lenin, Stalin, Mao, Pol Pot and Kim II 
Sung. For the multieultural agenda to sueeeed in the UK the indigenous 
majority population must be eonvineed or intimidated into believing 
that it is just one of a number of groups, with no speeial privileges 
eonferred by the past, then opposition to the eoereive ineorporation of 
large numbers of non-white aliens will be made all the more easier (or 

violent, to multieulturalism in the UK. This ean be seen not just in the 
street eonfrontations between gangs of Asians and indigenous whites 
but in the periodie outbursts of politieians who, having expressed views 
eontrary to orthodoxy, then reeant in speetaeular fashion, John 
Townend, the former Conservative Member of Parliament for East 
Yorkshire being the latest example. 

Any one who reads The Parekh Report ean have no doubt that the 
destruetion, or in postmodernese the "deeonstruetion" of any strong 

white identity, is one of Parekh's main ainis. Thus, in the prefaee Parekh 
talks of the non-existent homogeneous eultural strueture bf the 

'majority' (Parekh, 2000, x), only, subsequently, to expend vast amounts 

of ideologieal energy attempting to destroy something, whieh, 

apparently, does not exist. When whites are no longer able to say "we", 

they are vulnerable to groups of non-white immigrants who most 

assuredly are eneouraged to promote the use of "we" at the expense of 

the host soeiety. To this end, divide, weaken and rule are the essential 



policies deployed by Parekh against the white, indigenous majority 
population. Cast as victims, the Irish are singled out for sympathetic 
treatment, as are the Scots and Welsh. 

Symptomatic of Parekh's confusion and muddle on the question of 
race is the astonishing disclaimer in chapter 10 that: 'Irish people are 
classified as white for statistical purposes' (Parekh, 2000, 130). 
Curiously, while highlighting Scotland as a special deserving case, a 
victim of the English rather than a beneficiary of the 1707 Act of Union, 
Parekh pointedly refrains from criticising the nationalist movements in 
both Wales and Scotland. In fact, he justifies them in a way which 
would not be the case were there a strong English Nationalist 
movement: 'The rising tides of nationalist sentiment in Scotland and 
Wales, however, have clearly been driven by historical resentments of 
long-standing relations of privilege and dependency' (Parekh, 2000, 21). 
Among the Scottish politicians, I suggest, any drive for nationalism 
is inspired not by images of Braveheart but by the tantalising possibility 
of bypassing Westminster and acquiring ever more generous subsidies 
from the European Union (EU). Any English National Party would be 
singled out by Parekh for putting the interests of the indigenous British 
population before aliens and foreigners, whereas the perfectly legitimate 
aspirations of the Scottish National Party towards independence are 
ignored. There exists an unbridgeable contradiction between Scottish 
nationalism and the multicultural agenda which Parekh wishes to 
impose on the English (Linsell, 2001). And violent conflict between 
native Glaswegians and large numbers of immigrants in the summer of 

not out of any regard for these legitimate aspirations towards Welsh and 
Scottish independence, which his multiculturalism obliges him to reject, 
but for the weakening effects it has on the British identity as a whole. 

On the other hand, any similar sense of identity or national revival 
among the English is to be deplored as 'a new kind of little Englandism' 
(Parekh, 2000, 24). 

Especially resented is Bill Bryson's, best-seller. Notes from a Small 
Island, first published in 1995. Bryson's crime in Parekh's eyes is that he 

omits .blacks, Asians and others fipm his story of a srnall island. Such 
omissions are perfectly rational.Tor these minorities nave arrived very 

late in the day and the national story can only 'exclude them'. Here we 

have another reason why English history and the history of the United 

Kingdom have to be written off and where that is not possible, rewritten 

Orwellian-style to suit the purposes of multiculturalism Trafalgar, 

Oliver Cromwell, the English Civil War, the Battle of Britain, the 

Somme, the Falklands, Sir Isaac Newton, Shakespeare, Elizabeth I are 



hardly likely to inspire the same love, admiration or other emotions in 
immigrants as they do in the white indigenous majority population. And 
why should they? Quite reasonably, Asians and blaeks look to their 
own. With regard to Bryson, Parekh is also guilty of an omission of his 
own, failing to point out to the reader that Bryson is a white Ameriean, 
who elearly loves Britain, warts and all. 

Identity is inextrieably linked with history and so it is to be expeeted 
that Parekh and his soeial engineers wish to "deeonstruet" British 
history to serve their purposes. Having noted that the Aet of Union in 
1707 ereated Great Britain, Parekh then argues that: 'The dominant 
national story of England ineludes Agineourt, Trafalgar, Mafeking, the 
Somme and Dunkirk' (Parekh, 2000, 16). To be sure, the Royal Navy 
was founded by an English King and Nelson's historie address was to 
Englishmen to do their duty, but Trafalgar was fought and won in 1805 
nearly a eentury after the Aet of Union. Though the vast majority of 
Nelson's sailors were Englishmen, the eonsequenees of defeat would 
have affeeted all of Britain, not just England. Likewise, it was not just 
English soldiers who fought and died at the Somme. Nor ean the 
English, as Parekh implies, lay sole elaim to the miraele and the pain of 
Dunkirk. For the memory of Dunkirk is also the memory of the 
surrender of the British 51st Highland Division at Saint-Valery. 

Dunkirk, as the Somme, belongs to a number of great and sometimes 
painful moments in the life of Britain. This ean be appreeiated in a 
memorable passage taken from Alistair Maelean's HMS Ulysses, possibly 
that Seottish writer's finest novel, and eertainly one of the best we have 

upon the 

British lives lost in the Atlantie as the eonvoy battles its way through 
repeated German air and U-boat attaeks: 

And the broken sorrowing families, he thought ineoherently, families 
throughout the breadth of Britain: the telegram boys eyeling to the little 
houses in the Welsh valleys, along the wooded lanes of Surrey, to the 
lonely reek of the peat-fire, remote in the Western Isles, to the limewashed 
eottages of Donegal and Antrim... (Maelean, 1955,170) 

These are erueial defining moments in British history whieh bring 
English, Seots, Welsh and Irish together. History ean bind as well as 

divide. 

Espeeially dubious in the Parekh deeonstruetion of English and 
British history is the emphasis plaeed on imagining history, part of a 
mueh wider attaek on traditional method inspired by Freneh radieal 
theories, so popular in the aeademy (Windsehuttle, 1997). If history is 
just imagination, then anything goes and anything ean be elaimed and 



the way is open for all kinds of eharlatans to take eentre stage. 
Imagination is hardly a reliable historieal souree. Imaginative use of 
historieal data and doeuments is another matter entirely. There is, 

Parekh points out, more to Britain than just England, whieh is true 
enough. But England was and remains the eeonomie powerhouse of 
Britain. This has long been obvious to foreign observers. Russians, for 
example, routinely refer to Britain and the UK as Angliya the Russian 
word for England. And the Irishman, Edmund Burke, pointedly writes 
of "we English" in his Reflections on the Revolution in France. English 
Common Law, the break with Rome, The Book of Common Prayer, the 
model of parliamentary demoeraey and free speeeh, the speeial role of 
maritime matters in shaping the life of the eountry (this after all was why 
Trafalgar was so deeisive sinee it guaranteed British naval supremaey for 
nearly 150 years) have all eontributed to England's speeial nature. 
Foreign observers have well understood the monumental signifieanee of 
the evolution of private property, free speeeh and parliamentary 
demoeraey in England and the benefits for the rest of the world unlike 
Parekh who seems to be trapped by his paroehial multieulturalism. A 
mere 20 miles of water separates Britain from eontinental Europe, yet 
the effeets of this separation have been profound for the politieal, 
eultural, intelleetual and religious development of Britain. What we 
have here in the separate and highly distinetive politieal and eultural 
evolution of Britain is perhaps analogous to what happens in geneties, 
namely that very small differenees in the genes ean have large 
phenotypie eonsequenees. As with raee, it is not the size of the genetie 

sfem't<i»icpp<ftekR'w Bfityp®- 

asserting that the uniqueness of the British system of parliamentary 
demoeraey 'is not supported by the known historieal faets' (Parekh, 

2000, 19). In part this is eorreet. For the system is a uniquely English 
eontribution to world eivilization, eertainly not Welsh, Seottish or Irish, 
though Irish and Seottish thinkers, most notably, Edmund Burke, David 
Hume and Adam Smith, have shaped this proeess. In reviewing the role 
of representative institutions in eontinental Europe, Riehard Pipes notes 
that there were various assemblies in Spain, Seotland, the Netherlands, 

Polajad, ^eden and Denmark.. None,, however,, was as suceessful as the 
Enghsn. Pipes argues, eonvmemgly, mat: one faetor that bolsters 

parliamentarism is territorial smallness. As a rule, the smaller the 

eountry and its population the easier it is to forge effeetive demoeratie 

institutions, beeause they represent manageable eommunities with 

shared interests and are eapable of eoneerted aetion: eonversely, the 

larger a eountry the greater is the diversity of soeial and regional 

interests, whieh impedes unity.' (Pipes, 1999, 153). Pipes, in other 



words, recognises the importance of homogeneity, cultural and racial. 
Again, Pipes notes, it was to England's advantage that she 'never 
developed provincial parliaments' (Pipes, 1999, 153). This, of course, is 
something that the EU is desperately trying to foist on England so as 
further to weaken any strong sense of English national identity, and yet 
another reason why Parekh wants the British to cast away their 
independence and become totally absorbed into the EU. 

Discussion of religious conflict in Britain is intended to show that 
there has always been strife in Britain and division over religious matters 
between the people of England, Scotland and Ireland. Thus, runs the 
argument, the conflicts arising over multiculturalism in the UK are part 
of this on-going historical conflict and adaptation to change. Three 
points can be made here. First, there is the question of race. The idea 
that since large numbers of Normans, Saxons, Jutes and Danes have 
come here and settled is not in itself an argument in support of large 
scale non-white immigration to the UK. None of these were genetically 
very distinct from the earlier population of the islands. The Norman 
Conquest imposed a very thin layer on the Anglo-Saxons and by the 
14th and certainly no later than the 15th century, the Normans had been 
totally absorbed into Anglo-Saxon England (Johnson, 1995). Second, if, 
as Parekh believes, race is a social and political construct, not something 
that has evolved in different parts of the globe in response to differing 
survival challenges, then the large scale legal/illegal immigration is 
simply a matter of "deconstructing" the dominant white indigenous 
identity and reconstructing it along multicultural lines. (Note for 


not lend themselves to this kind of neo-Marxist moulding and 
remoulding. For better or for worse, race matters, and will continue to 
matter, however much people such as Parekh and others deny it. 

Third, desperate to convince us of the benefits of multiculturalism, 

Parekh fails to provide any convincing evidence from anywhere in the 
world, past or present, of a successful and enduring mulficulfural 
(mulfiracial) sociefy. Catasfrophes and bloody failures on the other 
hand are easy to find: Rwanda, Zimbabwe, Soufh Africa, Yugoslavia 

and fhe Soviet Empire.. For all the differences and disagreements that 
exist among the white indigenous majority population,^nen Britain has 

been in peril the nation has pulled together. Similarly, Russians rallied 

to fight the Germans in the darkest days of the German invasion not out 

of loyalty to the Comintern (the Soviet version of multiculturalism) but 

out of deep love of Mother Russia. In the words of Viktor Kravchenko: 

'At the core of a nation there is a hard, eternal and unconquerable 

element - it was this that was bared in Stalingrad, that survived bloodletting 



and disaster on a horrifying scale. It had nothing to do with Karl 
Marx and Stalin' (Kravchenko, 1946, 402). And whether it was Henry 
Vs band of brothers on the eve of Agincourt, Nelson's Jack Tars at 
Trafalgar, or the Few in the summer of 1940, it was love of hearth and 
country and a sense of duty, tempered by military discipline, that 
prompted soldiers, sailors and airmen to risk their lives in battle, not the 
perverse, unnatural abstractions of multiculturalism. Parekh is oblivious 
to the very history and its significance that he wishes to erase. 

In citing a great many things that bind people into something called 
a community - many of which are sensible - Parekh unwittingly cites 
reasons why multicultural societies cannot remain stable and why there 
is so much friction. He argues that a sense of belonging is needed, 
failing to see that multiculturalism destroys that very sense of belonging. 
The cult of multiculturalism demands that white Englishmen value the 
achievements (or in many cases the non-achievements) of foreigners 
above those of native Englishmen. Now, granted many of what one 
might regard as better and, in some cases, superior achievements 
include a degree of subjectivity. But not all. For example, the scientific 
achievemenfs of Europeans complefely overshadow fhose of Sub- 
Saharan Africans. We can argue abouf why fhis is so, buf fhe enormous 
disparify in achievemenf remains (for an analysis of fhe relafionship 
befween nafional IQ and economic performance see Lynn & Vanhanen, 
2001 ). 

Having ridiculed fhe idea of fhe nationalisf sfafe, Parekh fhen 
argues for somefhing called 'One Nafion'. In passing one can nofe fhaf 

fofalifarianism. We. In Zamyafin's 'One Sfafe', fhe inhabifanfs, or 
numbers, as fhey are called, live out a wretched existence in which every 
possible aspect is governed by a brutal bureaucracy. Orthodoxy 
(multiculturalism?) is associated with mental health, dissent (belief in 
the nation state?) with madness. Written in the early 1920s and then 
banned by the communist party for over 60 years before being finally 
published in fhe Sovief Union in 1988, We fumed ouf fo be a dire 
predicfion of fofalifarianism. And fwenfy five years after The Camp of 

the Saints.pi 2 is firsf .published, Jean Raspail's deeply disfurbing analysis 
of cowardly polificrans and mfellecfuals and enervafmg compassiori is 

proving fo be a similarly dire predicfion of mulficulfural disfemper. 

Parekh's idealised 'One Nafion' will nof be based on a unifying and 

enduring nafional idenfify. Only bureaucrafic coercion and somefhing 

akin fo Soviet-sfyle fofalifarianism can hold fhings fogefher. This is 

conceded by Parekh when he falks of'subsfanfive values' or 'common 

values': 




was an idea advanced by Plato's politics in c.370 BC not one found in 
modern genetics (Jensen, 1998, 420). What can be demonstrated 
empirically - whether many will accept the findings publicly is another 
matter - is that race is something much more than an exogenous factor .2 
In the light of the vast amount of data now available, Arthur Jensen's 
definition of races is far more convincing, and more importantly, 
independently verifiable, fhan the unreconstructed Marxism of Parekh. 
According to Jensen: 'Races are defined in this context as breeding 
populations that differ from one another in gene frequencies and that 
vary in a number of intercorrelated visible features that are highly 
heritable (Jensen, 1998, 421). And both Vincent Sarich (1995, 85) and 
Jensen (1998, 423) have applied the notion of fuzzy sefs fo race, neafly 
turning one of multiculturalism's most hallowed metaphors - the 
rainbow - against it in the process: To quote Jensen: 

The fact there are intermediate gradations or blends between racial 
groups, however, does not contradict the genetic and statistical concept 
of race. The different colours of the rainbow do not consist of discrete 
bands but are a perfect continuum, yet we readily distinguish different 
regions of this continuum as blue, green, yellow and red, and we 
effectively classify many things according to these colors. The validity 
of such distinctions need not require that they form perfectly discrete 
Platonic categories (Jensen, 1998, 425). 

Yet this has not deterred Parekh from asserting that: 'Raee, as is 
now widely aeknowledged, is a soeial and politieal eonstruet, not a 
biologieal or genetie faet. It eannot be used seientifieally to aeeount for 
the wide range of differenees among peoples' (Parekh, 2000, 63).3 At no 



While one would not expeet to see the names of John Baker, Thomas 
Bouehard, Chris Brand, Carleton Coon, Jon Entine, Hans Eysenek, 
Linda Gottfredson, Arthur Jensen, Miehael Levin, Riehard Lynn, J. 
Philippe Rushton, Vineent Sarieh and Glayde Whitney in the 
bibliography, one would most eertainly expeet to find the names and 
works of Stephen Jay Gould, Leon Kamin, Riehard Lewontin and others 
who deny the biologieal and genetie basis of raee and who, when they 
attaek the hereditarians, as they are ealled, are given pride of plaee in 

the print and broadeast media as being the legitimate voiee of seienee, 
whereas Baker et al are to be dismissed as eranks or worse. One 

anomaly is the inelusion of Charles Murray's & Riehard Hermstein's 

The Bell Curve: Intelligence and Class Structure in American Life in the 

bibliography, though, euriously, the sub-title is omitted. Equally eurious 

is the absenee of any attempt to ehallenge the Murray & Herrnstein 

thesis that: (i) raee has a biologieal basis and; (ii), to ehallenge the well 

established empirieal finding of a 1 standard deviation between average 



black and white IQ. Parekh passes up an opportunity at the very least to 
criticise Murray & Herrnstein. 

Since the whole basis of multicultural social engineering rests on the 
assertion that race is a social and political construct and not a biological 
or genetic reality, Parekh's assertion is of the greatest importance. That 
this assertion - no more - is repeatedly cited as evidence that those who 
oppose multiculturalism are racists, the omission of any source material 
in The Parekh Report'?, lengthy bibliography or endnotes, which would 
serve to provide some independently verifiable corroboration of this all 
important assertion is quite striking. Why this obvious omission? I 
speculate that the reason the latter set of names is absent is because 
Parekh is deeply worried that by citing any authors who have written 
about race, pro or contra, he is merely drawing attention to the huge 
amount of evidence in the professional and specialist journals, as well as 
the many monographs, all in the public domain, and, as a result, the 
huge discrepancy between what many scholars say publicly on the 
subject of race and what they accept professionally. Studying this huge 
reservoir of empirical data, independently minded individuals might just 
be dissuaded from the notion that race is a social and political construct. 
To this end The Bell Curve's sub-title might well stimulate interest in 
forbidden territory, indicating, as it does, that there is link between 
intelligence and socio-economic status. Unable to bypass the question 
completely, Parekh nevertheless wants to shut the discussion down as 
soon as is possible. This implies that he is possibly aware that race is not 
a social and political construct or that he is ignorant of the 

which continue to be made, in genetics and 

Some of the objections to race as a genetic reality cited by Parekh 
are the usual collection of fallacies. We are told that there is more 
genetic variation within one group, or as Parekh writes, 'any one socalled 
race than there is between ’races" (Parekh, 2000, 63). Again, 

Jensen's comment is far more convincing, since it has withstood 
independent scrutiny: 

[...] individuals in a given group differ only statistieally from one 

eween 

groups as sueh. The important point is that the average differenee on 
all of these eharaeteristies that differ among individuals within the 
group is less than the average differenee between the groups on these 
genetie eharaeteristies (Jensen, 1998, 425 [emphasis in the original]). 

In view of the data - psychometric, genetic and statistical - that 
have been accumulated over the last 150 years, Parekh's assertions are 



an example of the perverse refusal to reeognise let alone to evaluate, 
some of the enormous strides made in evolutionary biology, geneties 
(the Human Genome) and physieal anthropology, sinee the time of 
Darwin. The view that raee is a soeial and politieal eonstruet is raee 
Marxism and, in Parekh's own words, 'empirieally false'. Far from 
rejeeting the idea of raee being a soeial and politieal eonstruet, the state 
of seientifie knowledge as of 2001 provides powerful empirieal evidenee 
for the view that raee is a biologieal and genetie reality whieh ean be 
readily subjeeted to objeetive mathematieal and statistieal analysis. 

Raee is not something that has been invented by "Neo-Nazi raeists". 
Interestingly, but perhaps not surprisingly, for all his assertions that 
raee is a soeial and politieal eonstruet, Parekh evasively notes that: 

'Some diseases disproportionately affeet eertain eommunities' (Parekh, 
2000, 178), implying that this is due to eultural eonditions alone. Again, 
despite his insistenee that raee is a soeial and politieal eonstruet, Parekh 
bemoans the faet that: 'people from South Asia are at risk of 
thalassaemia' and are not offered 'genetic eounselling' (Parekh, 2000, 

179, emphasis added). Even adviee from the British Prime Minister's 
Cabinet Offiee, eited with approval by Parekh, insists that statisties 
regarding illness and diseases be 'separated by raee' (Parekh, 2000, 181). 
As Parekh aeknowledges, almost all the sufferers of siekle eell disease 
are of Afriean deseent, and the disease is found in blaek populations 
throughout the world. Raee as a soeial and politieal eonstruet eannot 
aeeount for this distribution pattern, whereas the genetie explanation is 
simple: the link between raee and disease is medieally established 

position on raee is, in his own words, 

Parekh's main eontribution to the genre of raeism is the invention of 
'eultural raeism' (Parekh, 2000, 148). Now, if aeeording to Parekh raee is 
a soeial and politieal eonstruet, that is, above all eultural in the sense 
that things soeial and politieal make up eulture, 'eultural raeism' is pure 
tautology and meaningless. That in itself does not make it useless, given 
that so mueh that has anything to do with anti-raeism is ineoherent. 
Plaeing any suitable adjeetive before raeism frequently leads to 
eontradietion and ineoherenee, but it has a wonderfully intimidating 

effeet whieh weakens the will tp resist irut logieal manner. Therein lies 
the purpose of ereatmg eultural raeism .The danger of arguing that 

raee is a soeial and politieal eonstruet is that if you attaek some aspeet of 

eulture you are raeist. So if you attaek the praetiee of female 

eireumeision you are raeist or, as Parekh says later in the report, guilty 

of'eultural raeism'. And it should be understood that any sense of 

disgust, artieulated or otherwise, towards sueh praetiees is itself a 

manifestation of eultural raeism. 



Free Speech and "Hate” Crime 

Barely hidden and frequent attaeks on free speeeh by trying to 
argue that ineitement to raeial hatred must be avoided are some of the 
more sinister aspeets of The Parekh Report. This leaves plenty of room 
for those promoting multieultural/multiraeial soeieties to assert that 
anything they do not like is somehow guilty of ineiting raeial hatred and 
thus that eertain areas be barred from diseussion (raee as a biologieal 
and genetie reality, raeial differenees and IQ, immigration, for example). 
This attempt to eensor erities beeomes more important in the light of 
reeommendation 12 of The Macpherson Report whieh provides a 
definition of a raeist ineident ('A raeist ineident is any ineident whieh is 
pereeived to be raeist by the vietim or any other person'). 

An insidious attempt to set limits to eertain Anglo-Saxon rights is 
implieit in the assertion that: 'Human rights are thus rarely absolute but 
ean be limited in order to proteet the rights of others' (Parekh, 2000, 

91). Deeoded, and with referenee to free speeeh, this means, I suggest, 
that rights of free speeeh, rightly regarded as the basis of all open and 
free soeieties, should not apply to those who eritieise the 
multieultural/multiraeial experiment. Sinee Asian and blaek soeieties 
have never independently reeognised the value of free speeeh as the 
basis of a free and open soeiety or shown mueh respeet for it in the 
aftermath of European eolonial withdrawal, immigrants to the UK from 
sub-Saharan Afriea and the Indian subeontinent eannot reasonably be 
expeeted to grasp the importanee of free speeeh or to defend it with the 

at stake. Western eivilization is ineoneeivable and unsustainable without 
free speeeh. 

'Crueially', pleads Parekh, 'restrietions on rights are legitimate only 
if sueh restrietions are proportionate to the harm they are trying to 
prevent' (Parekh, 2000, 91). Bearing in mind that, as far as the 
multieultural ideologues are eoneemed, raeism is the great evil, then this 
paragraph provides a eonvenient basis for restrieting free speeeh. What 
we have here is the typieally postmodernist agenda - eloaked in the 

language of humarrrights - which asserts that any standard it wishes to 
destro^ror subvert (infthis ease free speeeh) is refative ana ean etaim no 

privileged perspeetive, but that any standard it wishes to enhanee or to 

promote (multieulturalism, raee is a soeial and politieal eonstruet for 

example) most eertainly is deemed to be a privileged perspeetive and 

thus worthy of speeial moral and legal status (its erities are to be 

sileneed and vilified as raeists). And if this is insuffieient warning of 

what Western soeieties ean inereasingly expeet, we should note the 



report's demand that human rights 'be interpreted and applied in a 
eulturally sensitive manner' (Parekh, 2000, 91). People who attaek 
multieulturalism, in other words, are behaving in a eulturally insensitive 
manner and must be sileneed. True enough, 'the logie of 
multieulturalism qualifies and informs the logie of human rights' 
(Parekh, 2000, 91), but it does so in a way whieh is inimieal to logie and 
human rights and exposes the multieultural agenda as both illogieal, 
deeply illiberal and, despite its assertions of inelusiveness, as 
monoehromatie: white is seeond best. 

Note, for example, Parekh's illogieal and illiberal approaeh to the 
Human Rights Aet 1998: 'Freedom of expression may assist individuals 
who are not allowed to wear elothing at work or sehool whieh is 
important to them for religious or eultural reasons' (Parekh, 2000, 97). 
This is, I assert, a perverse interpretation of the Aet. 'Freedom of 
expression', as stated in the Aet, has no relevanee for wearing or not 
wearing eertain items of elothing. As always, the speeial pleading on 
behalf of blaeks and Asians - and in the example just noted, a perverse 
and illogieal interpretation of the Aet - is aeeompanied by the assertion 
that the rights and freedoms are not absolute and ean be restrieted in 
eertain eireumstanees: 'Crueially, the infringement will have to be 
proportionate to the harm that the authority is trying to prevent' 

(Parekh, 2000, 97). Not speeifieally mentioned, I again suggest that the 
rights to free speeeh, as opposed to the right to wear unsuitable elothing 
at sehool or at work, are the rights that Parekh really wishes to violate. 
Hate erime, with its appropriately Orwellian ring, is another 

disagree with them. Speeial pleading is again evident in the way in 
whieh Parekh eharaeterises hate erime: 

Hate crime in general, and racist crime in particular, has a character 
that distinguishes it from other kinds of crime. The difference lies not 
only , and not primarily, in the offender's motivation, but in the greater 
harm done (Parekh, 2000,127). 

It is not at all elear why hating or disliking someone, so long as the 

hate does not lead to physieal violenee or other forms of law breaking, 
should automatieally be seen as something eriminal. Any expression of 
dislike, indifferenee, mild disapproval or resentment direeted at 
multieulturalism or blaeks will, naturally, always be regarded as an 
expression of hate, rather than one of the milder forms of rejeetion. 

Nor is it immediately apparent why raeially offensive language - a hate 
erime - must be eonsidered more harmful than muggings, rape and 
murder. Murder is serious beeause it is murder. The power of hate 



crime to silence and to intimidate opponents of multiculturalism is a 
direct consequence of recommendation 12 of The Macpherson Report 
(see above). Hate crime is based on the notion that hating people is a 
crime, which in certain contexts and situations might well be suspect, or 
even morally reprehensible, but in other cases might well be a 
wholesome and logical response to clear and present danger, such as, for 
example, the discovery that some 7,000 of your fellow citizens have been 
murdered by Islamic terrorists. 

Worse still, what Parekh calls racist crime is not just an attack on an 
individual but on the community because that individual is a member of 
a community. This conclusion does not follow at all but it is 
nevertheless revealing of the mindset of multiculturalism which sees 
individuals primarily not as individuals but as cogs in a machine, or in 
the language of race Marxism, a community. Important here is not so 
much racist crime, but crime itself. That affects every one of us 
regardless of race or sex. Following on from his original dubious 
assertion, Parekh then goes on to assert that racist attacks are 
perpetrated 'not only against [emphasis in the original] a community but 
also, in the perception of the offenders themselves, on behalf of a 
community' (Parekh, 2000, 128). This comes very close to arguing that 
recently, whatever the perceptions of the offenders, when a 77-year old 
white man was badly beaten by Asian youths in Oldham that the nonviolent 
and law-abiding members of the Asian population resident in 
Oldham approved of what happened. Possibly, some did, but many, one 
can assume, were disgusted by the act of violence itself regardless of the 

wMte reaction to 

Education, Arts and Media 

As inheritors of the Marxist-Leninist tradition of agitprop, 
multiculturalists pay special attention to education, the arts and the 
media which they consider to be the commanding heights in the antiracist 
industrial complex. Parekh seems unable to envisage art and 
related activities independent of the state. What he has in mind here is 
a huge enterprise of socialist-realist propaganda subsidised by the tax 

payer which will then di^erpinate the tenets^ multicultm'alisipi. He 
makes ex^icit demands lor redistribution ot lunding m the arts 

(Parekh, 200, 166) and his plans for the media are the sort of thing that 

was commonplace in the former Soviet Union. Overwhelmingly, there 

is a desire to change reality by changing what we see on television. 

Among multiculturalists it is an article of faith that higher education 

in the UK fails to take account of non-whites: 



[...] curricula and programmes of study that do not reflect Asian and 
black experience and perceptions; assessment regimes that are not 
appropriate for mature students; timetabling arrangements that are 
culturally insensitive; lack of sensitive pastoral support for students 
experiencing difficulties associated with colour or cultural racism; and a 
lack of Asian and black lecturers and tutors (Parekh, 2000,148). 

Any one familiar with higher edueation in the US will reeognise the 
provenanee of these demands. 4 In eiting them Parekh unwittingly 
provides no justifieation for ehanges but a number of solid reasons why 
the influenee of multieulturalism on the university eurrieulum is 
disastrous and something to be very firmly resisted (Bloom, 1988, 
Hughes, 1993, Kirk, 1994 & 1996, Windsehuttle, 1997). 

Consider the study of Russian language and literature. Now, one 
ean argue about what should be ineluded in a eourse of study - whether 
one eoneentrated on nineteenth eentury or twentieth eentury literature 

but the point re mains that the subieet requires long hours of s,tudy, 
espeeiahy when some students taxe a jomt nonoufs eourse which 

involves the study of a another language and literature at the same level. 

Irrespective of what combination of study a student pursues he must 

achieve a minimum level of competence in spoken and written Russian 

to get his degree. 'Asian and black experience and perceptions' have no 

relevance here at all. All students irrespective of race or sex are 

expected to achieve the same minimum standard. Students are able to 

meet these standards or they are not. The same requirements apply in 

other disciplines. Parekh's demand that the Asian or black perspective 

should be considered (what this means exactly in the field of modem 
languages or physics is not clear) is still further evidence of special 

pleading. Higher education in the US has been pursuing this course for 

a number of years and the result is preferential treatment for black 

students on entry requirements to certain courses who fail to meet 

minimum standards. As a result large numbers of capable white 

students with high SAT scores have been denied a place in a good 

university for which their innate intellectual abilities make them suitable 

(D'Souza, 1992, Bork, 1997). This most certainly is racial discrimination 

or racism, and of a particularly vicious kind. If poor average black 

performance at university is IQ-related, then this will have a limiting 
effect on the number of blacks who can teach at university level and in 
the type of disciplines taught. 

Chapter 12 of The Parekh Report, which deals with the arts and 
media, begins with a citation from Jane Austen's Mansfield Park in 
which 'dead silence' is noted in response to a question concerning the 
slave trade in Austen's novel. 'Dead silence' then becomes Parekh's 
theme for this chapter. In his eagerness to castigate the English for 



their part in the slave trade, Parekh ignores or is unaware that slavery 
was praetised long before the first white eolonialists arrived in Afriea 
(Baker, 1974, 364-5) and that it still flourishes today in sub-Saharan 
Afriea (Lamb, 2001). Forgetting that the UK is overwhelmingly white, 
Parekh has no hesitation in demanding, presumably as a way of 
overeoming the 'dead silenee' that: 'It is essential that 'Westerners' 
should know far more than they do about the arts, philosophy and 
religions of other eivilizations' (Parekh, 2000, 164). With regard to the 
sueeessful proseeution of the British national interest, diplomaey and 
other forms of international intereourse as well as the satisfaetion of 
intelleetual euriosity, something that is not equally distributed among 
the population, then one might agree with the use of 'essential'. In, 
however, the eontext of a eomprehensive programme designed to instill 
in Westerners a sense of loathing of their own eivilizations, in order to 
weaken their resistanee to the presenee and eonsequenees of large 
numbers of non-white aliens in their eountries, the suggestion should be 
rejeeted for the soeial engineering it undoubtedly is. 

Underlying all Parekh's diseussion of multieulturalism is a deepseated 
resentment of white Britain, espeeially the English. So the West 
and Westerners are plaeed in quotation marks or are prefaeed with the 
inevitable and sneering 'so-ealled'. The intention here is to deny not just 
the raeial basis of white Western eivilization and the outstanding 
eontributions already noted but to erase from the historieal reeord the 
very idea of a distinet, separate, high-aehieving white Europe. 
Something very similar was attempted by the Nazis with regard to the 

the same proeess oeeurred in the Soviet Union when various national 
groups (Ukrainians, Volga Germans, Tartars, Kazakhs and Armenians) 
were deemed to be obstaeles to the Soviet Union's totalitarian brand of 
multieulturalism. All this is, of eourse, in stark eontrast as to how whites 
are expeeted to behave regarding Pakistanis, Indians and blaeks. No 
'so-ealled' or 'Asian' in quotation marks are permitted here. Whites are 
the new untouehables. 

Parekh's eomplaints about the way in whieh blaeks and Asians are 

represented in, the British mecha and arts, should be examined alongside 
the photograpns pumisned m The Parekh Report itseTf. The eonelusions 

are interesting. By raee the breakdown is as follows: 

• 1 Asian boy, (p.9) 

• 1 blaek woman + 2 white women, (p.l7) 

• 1 blaek man + 1 blaek boy + Asian boy (p.30) 

• 1 blaek boy (p.45). 

• 1 Asian boy with graffiti "Fuck the BNP"5 on wall in the 



background (p.70). Photo taken by The Association of Black 
Photographers 

• 1 white boy with 1 white (?) girl, (p.83) 

• 3 whites, immigrants?, Albanians? Status unknown, (p.98). 

• 1 white woman + 1 black man (p.l04) 

• 6 Asian girls + 1 white woman (p. 121) 

• 1 black man (p^. 134) 

• 3 Asian girls Xp. 155) 

• 1 white male + 5 white boys (p.l73) 

• 1 white male + 1 black baby (p. 186) 

1 black male (p.l95) 

• 1 Asian male (p.209) 

• 3 male figures on a building site. Race not clear. Possibly white 

(p.228) 

• 1 black woman (p.244) 

• 1 Asian woman + 1 Asian boy (p.259) 

• 1 Asian male (p.275) Photo taken by The Association of Black 
Photographers 

• 2 Black girls + 1 white girl (?). Others present. Race not clear 
(p.287) 

• Total number of people of all races: = 48 

• Total number of Asians and Blacks: = 27 (56%) 

• Total number of whites including assumed Eastern European 
immigrants: = 21 (44%) 

• Total number of whites minus assumed Eastern European 
immigrants: = 18 (38%) 



representative of the indigenous majority population as a whole, they 
would mean that whites comprised less than half of the population of 
the United Kingdom when in the year 2001 they comprise 
approximately 95%-96%. If we exclude the three men on page 98 who 
shall be assumed to be Eastern Europeans, the proportion of indigenous 
whites falls to a staggering 38%. Whites are the new invisibles as well. 

The hugely disproportionate numbers of non-whites shown are 
thoroughly misleading. They have more to do with the propagandistic 
ambitions of multiculturalism (note here for example the graffiti on the 

wall on page 70 whieh is the real objeet of this photo) than with 
representing an aeeurate pieture of the UK's eurrent raeial mix. In faet, 

we should see these photographs more as the desired multieultural 
vision of the UK, a future in whieh whites are the minority in their own 
eountry. 

Sueh etude soeialist-realist ieonography makes it all the more 
diffieult to understand why Parekh should eomplain about blaek aetors 
who are expeeted: '...'to aet their skin eolour' - rather than deploy the 




full range of their skills' (Parekh, 2000, 168). We are expeeted to submit 
to the demand to promote diversity yet when a blaek aetor is given a 
role, in aeeordanee with the diversity deeree, Parekh eomplains, beeause 
this is 'aeting his eolour'. And the oft-eited reason for blaek failure, the 
laek of role models, should be borne in mind. Reeall, too, Parekh's 
bemoaning the laek of blaek and Asian tutors and leeturers in higher 
edueation. If blaeks are deemed to need role models in the media and 
in higher edueation, this ean only be beeause white role models are not 
being aeeepted. If a blaek role model is to influenee blaeks he must 
appeal to some aspeet of being blaek, not white. He must, as it were, 

'aet his eolour' or 'teaeh his eolour'. The solution, aeeording to Parekh 
is 'mueh more eolour-blind easting' (Parekh, 2000, 168). Now eonsider 
Maepherson's fury, direeted at those poliee offieers who rather quaintly 
believed that the law should be 'eolour-blind' (see paragraphs 6.18 and 
45.24 of The Macpherson Report), and bear in mind Parekh's own 
demand that diversity be given preferential treatment irrespeetive of the 
White Anglo-Saxon notion of equality before the law - eolour-blind in 
other words - and you ean grasp the seale of eontempt, double 
standards, violenee to logie, and hypoerisy on whieh the drive for 
multieulturalism is based. When eolour-blind polieing means that more 
blaeks are arrested for violent erime, then eolour-blind polieing is 
obviously raeist and has to go: poliee offieers must respeet diversity 
(ignore blaek eriminals). On the other hand, when Parekh's television 
watehers pereeive that blaek aetors are aeting 'their eolour', eolour-blind 
easting, but definitely not eolour-blind polieing, is the order of the day. 



artiele whieh produees objeetive and verifiable data about the 


disproportionate numbers of blaeks arrested for violent street erime, 
this, aeeording to the Parekh view, is an abuse of free speeeh, sinee it 
eneourages raeial prejudiee. This is the standard eontempt that Parekh 
ean barely restrain towards white viewers and readers (and possibly 
some blaek ones as well). Parekh wants to deeide what we should be 
allowed to wateh beeause, he believes, sueh programming will 
predispose the white indigenous majority population to reaet in a 

preiudidal manner towards blacks. The trouble.is Parekh might well be. 
hgnt m believing this but entirely wrong to criticise wnites for reacting m 

this manner. 

Assume that you are a white living in a major British city and you 
frequently encounter sullen, aggressive black youths on street corners 
and you personally know of friends who have been mugged and been 
subjected to racist taunts (you yourself may even have been a victim of 
such language and assault). You then see the Commissioner of the 



Metropolitan Police informing a press conference that in a recent 
operation and analysis of the data it was ascertained that blacks, 
although a minority of the population, were disproportionately 
responsible for street crime in London (Woods, 2000).* Moreover, no 
one, as far as one can tell, disputes the accuracy of the data. As a result 
of your own personal experience and observation, confirmed by 
acquaintances and reinforced by meticulously gathered reports with 
objective data, you conclude that it is definitely prudent to avoid young 
blacks on street corners and to plan your day in such a way that you can 
avoid such people at all times. You may even reevaluate your decision 
to stay in those many areas of London now heavily populated by blacks 
and Asians, seeking the relative safety of the suburbs, or leave the city 
and its environs altogether. 

Now, as far as Parekh is concerned, if you do that you are an 
unreconstructed racist, the typical white bigot, whereas you are in fact 
merely a thoroughly rational individual who, sensible of danger, has 
assessed the situation and acted accordingly. 'Prejudice', as Burke 
warns us, 'is of ready application in the emergency' (Burke, 1790, 183). 
The beleaguered white Briton, living in a city which he no longer feels 
he can call his own, and Parekh's insistence that - if you do not like what 
is happening to your country, you are a racist - is just one of the 
unbridgeable gaps between the 'community of communities', with its 
institutional hatred of whites and the gruesome reality in many British 
cities in the year 2001. The communist party of the Soviet Union had 
the same problem with reality which all the tanks, secret police, 

g^^J^atric hospitals for dissidents and concentration camps could not 

When indigenous Britons reject the 'community of communities' 
fantasy, the next step has become coercion and the restriction of their 
rights to free association, to assert their identity, history, culture and 
language and their rights to free speech. Whites, remember, are to be 
made to believe that multiculturalism is doubleplusgood. Not only does 
Parekh support the view that free speech can be sacrificed if the 
multicultural programme is not to be put at risk, but in true neo-Marxist 
fashion he wishes to criminalise the act of speaking out against 

multiculturalism. Marx and Lenin wfluld certainly.have approved of this 
attempt to use the very openness ot England s institution^ to destroy 

England. For ever since Lenin wrote What is to be Done? (1902) and 

countless left-wing totalitarians have enriched it, the infiltration and 

capture of established institutions has been the standard approach 

employed to subvert, to destroy and to reinvent a state along communist 

lines. The approach and methods remain unchanged and readily lend 

themselves to serving the agenda of multiculturalism or race Marxism. 



Immigration 

Sheer numbers alone, quite apart from raeial and eultural 
differenees, mean that legal and illegal immigration has profound 
eonsequenees for a small, already densely populated island and that at 
some stage governments will have to aet to stop the influx of 

immigrants. Presumably, even Parekh ean see that the size of Britain 
neeessarily means that limits to immigration must be set if the 
infrastrueture is not to eollapse and the eountryside lost under eonerete. 
Environmental groups in the UK are strangely silent on this latter point. 
Rather than making the obvious taetieal eoneession that 
'Immigration and asylum eontrols are needed' (Parekh, 2000, 221) and 
then hurrying on to the next anti-white measure, Parekh should spell out 
why immigration and asylum eontrols are needed. Numbers are 
absolutely erueial. How far are we expeeted to see the population rise 
before we deelare a eritieal threshold beyond whieh we will not tolerate 
more immigrants, 60,000,000, 80,000,000, 100,000,000, 120,000,000? 
That Parekh bypasses this issue, as with that of raee, is beeause an open 
diseussion of why immigration and asylum eontrols are needed would 
make another formidable ease against immigration and thus a rejeetion 
of one of the reporf s eentral points, namely that large-seale 
immigration is inherently a good thing. 

That Parekh's eoneession is purely taetieal ean be seen from the 
followingi'Our reeommendations are designed to shift UK (and 
ultimately EU) poliey away from the overt or implieit raeist base on 



These reeommendations are designed, quite deliberately, to allow large 
numbers of immigrants (predominantly non-white) to enter the white 


nation states of Europe with the long-term aim of ehanging the raeial 
eomposition irreversibly in favour of non-whites. It goes without saying 
that sueh breathtaking multieultural engineering, eannot be permitted to 
be derailed by anything as erude as the wishes of Europe's white 
indigenous populations, who do not want immigration and asylum 
eontrols to be abandoned beeause they know that their eountries will not 

whereas multieulturalists seek to impose raeial and eultural mixing on 
homogenous populations regardless of the soeial, moral and eeonomie 
eonsequenees. Whieh is worse? 

Despite the many assertions from politieians of all parties that 
immigrants, and the supposed benefits of "diversity" that aeeompany 
them, are a good thing, there is no demand for more "diversity" on the 



part of whites. Indeed, the reverse is true. Not on the same seale as in 
the US, there is now a reeognizable manifestation of white flight to the 
eountryside and the suburbs in the UK. Ameriea provides more elues as 
to what the UK ean expeet if high levels of non-white immigration 
eontinue for another deeade or more: mueh higher levels of violent 
erime; a huge inerease in taxes to fund welfare programmes; an 
overwhelmed eriminal justiee system; loss of amenity and environmental 
destruetion, espeeially aeute in the south east of England. The 
Ameriean experienee also makes it quite elear that whenever they ean 
eseape or eireumvent oppressive federal legislation, blaeks and whites 
will segregate themselves along raeial lines. The periodie eruptions of 
raee-related violenee whieh we have seen in British eities would beeome 
mueh worse in seale and duration, as the numbers of non-white 
immigrants inereased. Oldham, not the siekly Utopian Parekh fantasy of 
a 'eommunity of eommunities', would be the symbol of the new, strifetom 
Britain. Now is the time to avert this eatastrophe and the point to 
bear in mind is that it ean be averted. It is not inevitable. It is above all 
a question of politieal will. 

The UK does not have an open-ended obligation of any kind to 
allow foreigners (blaek or white) for whatever reasons to eome here and 
live. The primary obligation of the British government is to safeguard 
the way of life of the majority (overwhelmingly white) and to seeure the 
nation's physieal boundaries from armed invasion. And here we ean 
identify an afflietion peeuliar to the Western mind. All the researeh and 
development eosts alloeated to National Missile Defenee (NMD) and 

of sueh weapon systems has meanwhile voluntarily and suieidally 
relinquished eontrol of its borders, so aequieseing to an unarmed 
invasion of legal and illegal immigrants. The vast majority of people in 
the UK want to see the numbers of immigrants redueed and illegals 
expelled. In view of the moral and intelleetual failure of Parekh and 
many British politieians to make the ease for immigration that is a 
perfeetly rational and respeetable position to hold. The onus is not on 
the white indigenous majority population to deploy rational arguments 

against large-seale immigration into the.UK.- though sueh arguments 
ean easily be musterea - but on the pro-immigrationists and 

multieulturalists to justify why they wish to disunite and to balkanise the 

UK by importing large numbers of legal and illegal immigrants. So far 

their attempts have been pitiful in the extreme. 

Conclusion 

Sponsored by a strange eombination of white liberals who rejeet 



their country and recent immigrants who seem driven more by a desire 
to punish Britain for her past greatness, particularly where it concerns 
empire east of Suez, The Parekh Report is less a blueprint for creating a 
'community of communities', to use one of Parekh's favourite 
expressions, than an attempt to impose an alien agenda on the British 
people for which no major party has any mandate at all, let alone the 
Runnymede Trust (a nasty irony in view of the importance of 
Runnymede in English history). 

One of the crucial questions arising from this report is whether race 
is a social and political construct or a biological and genetic reality. 
Whatever one's view conflict is to be expected if the multicultural 
agenda, as envisaged in The Parekh Report, is even partially 
implemented. The proposed declaration on cultural diversity is 
especially offensive in an overwhelmingly white country where blacks 
and Asians have only lived in noticeable numbers since 1948. One 
wonders what Robert Mugabe's reaction would be, were white farmers, 
Zimbabwe's beleaguered wealth creators, to make such a suggestion in 
that unhappy land. 

Even if race were a 'social and political construct', as Parekh insists, 
though, as noted, he fails to provide any works in the secondary 
literature to support his belief, this would still not invalidate the desire 
of the 'socially and politically constructed' white population to retain 
their own particular social and political construct known as the United 
Kingdom. Even social and political constructs are not built in a day. 
Parekh's expectation that the white majority population abandon their 

regarding what he calls "hate crime", deeply threatening to all the 
freedoms constructed by all these little Englanders, emulated, 
incidentally, worldwide. 'Albion's seed', in David Hackett Fischer's 
striking phrase, has born remarkable fruit and not just in North 
America. Another alarming consequence of race's being a social and 
political construct is that the mission of the United Kingdom's 
Commission for Racial Equality (CRE) must extend way beyond racial 
equality. It means, given the way in which race is defined, that the CRE 

U. by .default, also comrnitted to imposing: social and political equality. 
This does not mean anything so crass as equality befdrcTaw: it rheans 

equal outcomes. In the twentieth century this was known as 

communism. We are, it seems, slow to learn. 

In attempting to compel the white British to believe that they are 

just a social and political construct and that this construct must be 

deconstructed to make way for another, Parekh is, in fact, asserting that 

a multiracial, social and political construct is not merely on a par with. 



but superior to, the traditional, mono-racial, British one he wishes to 
"deconstruct" and replace. In other words, he is behaving like one of 
those old-fashioned British "racist" empire builders whom he excoriates 
for taking up, as Kipling famously put it, the white man's burden. 

If Parekh believes that multicultural societies are deemed to offer 
the world a privileged perspective, then there can be no objections to 
white Britons holding the view that Britain, as it has evolved over the 
centuries, is also a privileged perspective, and one to be protected not to 
be "deconstructed" by social engineers and foreigners. Recasting the 
problem as a social and political construct, as Parekh does, may divert 
attention from race, as a genetic and biological reality - for the time 
being and not for much longer - but solves nothing because the 
fundamental causes of conflict in multicultural (multiracial) societies are 
ignored. Consider, too, that the flow of legal and illegal immigrants 
from India, Pakistan, sub-Saharan Africa and Eastern Europe is 
unidirectional. The reasonable assumption has to be that these 
immigrants also believe that white Britain has something to offer them 
that is vastly superior to the grand corruption, squalor, incompetence, 
disease, superstition, endless tribal and civil wars, murderous rulers, 
overpopulation and environmental degradation of their own benighted 
countries. Indeed, how can it be otherwise? As far as one can tell, 
whites are not storming India's borders or those of South Africa. 
Multiculturalism is also conspicuously one-sided in that the 
demands made of the British and other European nation states to 
deconstruct themselves in order that they accommodate large numbers 

SSHfi and 

for people such as Parekh, embarrassingly well documented by Peter 
Brimelow in his pioneering study, Alien Nation. Brimelow wanted to 
ascertain what would happen were one so minded to emigrate to one of 
the countries that provide the bulk of immigrants to the US (Mexico, 
South Korea, Philippines, Taiwan, Jamaica, China and India). 
Brimelow's favourite response was that from the Indian embassy. 


Three separate offieials asked him whether he was of Indian origin, one 



eomplex, and very, very long proeess. Among other things, it will 
require obtaining elearanees from both the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
and the Ministry of Home Affairs. (Brimelow, 1996, 253). 


As Brimelow observes: 'Note that these Indian officials are asking 
not about citizenship, but about origin. For those unaccustomed to 
recognizing such things, this is racial discrimination. It is even more 



stringent than the 1921 Quota Aet - an outright "brown-India poliey".' 
Brimelow eoneludes that: 'The world is laughing a? Amenca' (emphasis in 
the original, Brimelow, 1996, 253). And Parekh wants the world to 
laugh at the United Kingdom as well. 

Fissiparous and predisposed to eonfliet, multieultural states offer 
unpreeedented opportunities for an unaeeountable and uneleeted 
stratum of raee bureauerats to regulate the lives of the majority. 

Nothing less than the transformation of traditionally white, 
homogeneous. Western nation states into multiraeial soeieties will 
satisfy Parekh. Love of nation and allegianee to aneient standards of 
genuine eommunity bloek the path towards this transformation. 

Powerful feelings of love and belonging have to be eradieated if 
multieulturalism's goals are to be aehieved. History, language and theway- 
we-do-things have to be destroyed or eorrupted. In the pursuit of 
these goals, Parekh and others are fully aware that persuasion will not 
work, henee the eoereion and oppressive nature, or rather anti-nature, 
of multieulturalism. It is a new and partieularly virulent form of 
oppression. Too many of the indigenous population, have been slow to 
realise just how virulent, or they prefer to look away or run away. And it 
is well advaneed. So fundamentally opposed is The Parekh Report in 
both the spirit and substanee of its message to the United Kingdom's 
indigenous majority population that one might easily eonelude it was 
written by the agents of a would-be oeeupying power and their 
eollaborators. Multieulturalism, like its Marxist-Leninist predeeessors, 
is showing itself to be preeminently the eult of the nation killer not the 

1 Written before the atrocities of 11th September 2001, this sentence, with hindsight, 
borders on understatement 

2 Later in the report Parekh cites a correspondent who bemoans the fact that: v Young 
children are not colour blind. As young as two or three years old they are aware of differences 
between the people around them...' (Parekh, 2000, 149). Is this evidence for a genetic 
preference for one's own race or evidence that race is something inculcated into children. 

3 Parekh's approach to race can also be seen in his egregiously political/ideological 
definition of what he calls sexism: 'Similarly, sexism involves seeing all differences between 

women and men as fixed in nature rather than primarily constructed by culture' (Parekh, 2000, 

67, emphasis added). 

4 Parekh's hiring and promotion plans for the media and the arts are a direct borrowing 

from the federal employment preferences used in the US (Parekh, 2000,166-167). 

5 The British National Party (BNP) is a right wing party that firmly opposes all 

immigration. 

6 Woods's analysis is based on the British Home Office publication. Statistics on Race and 
the Criminal Justice System: A Home Office Publication Under Section 95 of the Criminal 

Justice Act 1991,1999 and www.homeoirice.yov.uk/rds/index.hlm 
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